This essay challenges the view that the early English Baptists who are often labeled as "Particular Baptists" always held a doctrine of strict particularism or particular redemption. It does so on the basis of the two London Baptist Confessions of 1644 and 1646. The main argument asserted here is that the two earliest confessions of the English Particular Baptists supported a variety of positions on the doctrine of the atonement because they focus on the subjective application of Christ's work rather than his objective accomplishment. The first two editions of the earliest London Baptist confession represent a unique voice that reflects an attempt to include a range of Calvinistic views on the atonement. Such careful ambiguity reflects the pattern of Reformed confessionalism in the seventeenth century. This paper then goes on to argue that some individuals did indeed hold to "strict particularism"-which is compatible with, but not required by, the first two confessions.
are no references to the term "limited atonement" either, because the common word in the seventeenth century was satisfactio (satisfaction). 6 Still the question remains: what did it mean for the earliest Baptists in London to be "Particular"?
The answer to this question often tends to focus on the theology of certain prominent theologians or pastors. 8 Nettles' description of the 1644 confession is revealing: "As an expression of Spilsbury's theology and the other Particular Baptist pastors of London, the First London Confession was decidedly and clearly Calvinistic."
9 While Nettles' description is historically accurate in one sense, it neglects another sense in that it reads the 1644 confession as the voice of John Spilsbury rather than as a communal voice of the churches. In another recent example, Samuel D. Renihan argues that the London Confessions of 1644 and 1646 reflect "Reformed covenant theology"-not because they actually address the topic -but because certain individuals associated with the confessions wrote about covenant theology in other documents. 10 These studies tend to view the voice of certain church confessions as the echo of certain prominent individuals. This paper offers a historiographical critique that seeks to re-establish the confessions as having a voice in their own right. Not only were these two confessions the products of multiple local churches in and around London, the later confession from 1646 is an attempt to expand and correct the first. This attempt to correct the first confession suggests that continuities between the two confessions reflect strongly-held doctrines. These two sources also provide the study with the rough timeframe from the 1640s to the 1660s with further developments occurring in the later London Baptist confession of 1677/1689. 11 When the confessions are interpreted in light of prominent individuals, then the communal voice of these documents is lost. The doctrines of both individuals and the church confessions constitute different voices and each must be heard on its own terms without drowning out the other. When the voices of both the pastors and the confessions are heard, there are elements of tension that cannot be missed.
The Particular Baptists were first and foremost credo-baptists who sought to establish local congregations where only disciples would be baptized. Beyond credo-baptism, the question remains as to what other doctrines were at the core of Particular Baptist identity. Were Particular Baptists known for their views of "strict particularism" (a version of limited atonement)? The contrast with the "General Baptists" who held to a "general" or "unlimited" view of the atonement points to the conclusion that "Particular Baptists" held the opposite view of the extent of the atonement. 12 Or, perhaps the moniker of "particular" simply refers to God's sovereign and unconditional election of sinners unto salvation? The essential question is: what exactly were they "particular" about? If doctrinal distinctives remain an important part of denominational and social identity, then this is a significant question to answer.
 The Modern Definition of Particular Baptists
The modern definition of what exactly constitutes the doctrinal identity of Particular Baptists ranges from broad to relatively specific. At the broad end of the range, there are those who identify the sect as "Calvinistic in doctrine." 13 A middling definition concludes that Particular Baptists were a subset of "strict Calvinists" who taught "the predestination of particular persons." 14 Others refer to them as holding to "limited atonement"-but without further clarification. 15 At the specific end of the spectrum is the following definition: "The Particular Baptists were Calvinists noted for the belief that Christ died to save a particular elect people." 16 A much older definition of "Particular Baptists" from 1823 is interesting because it omits the atonement doctrine altogether and identifies the Calvinistic doctrines of "personal election, and of the final perseverance of the saints" as key elements of theological identity.
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The spectrum ranges from a broad reference to Calvinism to a very specific form of limited atonement. There are several pertinent observations to make from this range of definitions. First of all, these definitions identify the Particular Baptists as "Calvinistic," but some go further and equate their doctrinal identity with a variety of limited atonement called "strict particularism" or "particular redemption." Particular Baptists believed "the atonement was, in some sense, limited." 18 What is not always recognized is what the limitations to the atonement were and how they related to Particular Baptist identity.
Some early Particular Baptists did indeed hold to a form of limited atonement that is best described as "strict particularism." Some of the more prominent leaders and pastors of the early Particular Baptists included Paul Hobson, John Spilsbury, 19 Thomas Kilcop, Hanserd Knollys, 20 and Benjamin Coxe. 21 It is not possible to be exhaustive here or to account for every reference to the atonement. If we relied only on these individuals' tracts, sermons, and treatises, we might conclude that all early English Calvinistic Baptists were adhering to a very narrow view of Christ's atonement that was exclusive in its intention, design, and application. But as the following section will demonstrate, this is not the case. The salient point in this section is that certain individuals amongst the earliest English Particular Baptists did indeed hold to a doctrine of atonement that might be described as "strict particularism"-Christ's death only being intended for the elect and none else. But these individuals should stand alongside the voice of the confessions. This conclusion about these individuals does not logically require that the same conclusion applies to confessional documents.
In order to hear the voices of the confessing churches alongside these individuals, one cannot and should not read other sources into these confessions (eisegesis). There are occasions for synthesis and summarization of historical thought, but the danger lies in allowing one's presuppositions to shape diverse data into a monolithic view. For example, James M. Renihan focuses exclusively on continuity between the Baptist confessions of 1644, 1646, and 1677/1689, stating, "there is no substantial theological difference" between them.
22 This paper suggests a different tack, considering both continuity and discontinuity by letting the confessions of 1644 and 1646 have their own voice vis-à-vis prominent individuals. In this framework, the confessions stand as documents reflecting the collective voice of the local churches who wrote them and supported them. They are not documents to be interpreted or re-interpreted in the light of prominent men who published other tracts and doctrines that may even appear to be somewhat contrary. This paper seeks to demonstrate that the earliest Particular Baptist confessions supported a variety of positions on the doctrine of the atonement, suggesting that their particularism focused on the concept of monergistic salvation rather than "strict particularism" in regard to the atonement. This paper proceeds through three major sections. The first section examines the doctrine of the atonement in the London Baptist Confessions of 1644 and 1646. This analysis demonstrates that "strict particularism" is compatible with, but not necessitated by, the first two confessions. The second section focuses on the historical context for the key distinction between the objective nature of Christ's work on the cross and the subjective application of Christ's work, especially as it relates to the Westminster Confession of 1647. The third section offers a scenario that supports the theory that certain details about the atonement were left ambiguous for the sake of unity. The conclusion of this paper offers suggestions for re-assessing the theological identity of the early Particular Baptists. 25 This argument demonstrates that the articles may be read as having ambiguous wording in key areas on the doctrine of the atonement. It is only speculative as to whether this ambiguity was intentional or not, as we cannot know authorial intention unless it is provided in the primary sources. The following section considers some historical reasons why this ambiguity may have served the interest of these earliest Baptists. This section considers three key articles from the 1644 and 1646 confessions: article 21 on redemption, article 28 on union with Christ, and article 24 on preaching.

The key to describing the various positions on the atonement within historical reformed and Calvinistic doctrine is to distinguish between the intent, extent, and application of the atonement. 26 It is not sufficient to state that the earliest Calvinistic Baptists held to "limited atonement." One must ask: what form of limited atonement? In order to consider some of the theological options regarding the atonement at the time, it is helpful to consider the variety of opinions at the Westminster Assembly-those who wrote the Westminster Confession of Faith, published in 1647.
A taxonomy of four positions present at the Westminster Assembly comes from Gisbert Voetius (published in 1654) and helps to establish working definitions and terms that are commensurate with the theological streams of the English reformation. 27 There are two reasons for using this taxonomy. First, this taxonomy is chronologically useful because it offers a theological grid of options that were contemporaneous with those found in England. Second, this grid is sociologically helpful because many of the Baptist dissenters were formerly associated with the Church of England or the Presbyterians through their own views or family backgrounds. The very growth of the nonconformist movements drew from itinerant preaching and debates as well as the distributions of tracts, pamphlets, and confessions of faith. 28 We are even aware that individuals such as Edward Calamy, who was at the Westminster Assembly, was invited to dispute baptism with Benjamin Coxe, Hanserd Knollys, and William Kiffin (the event was preemptively canceled by the mayor of London). The following three Reformed views of the atonement were represented at the Westminster Assembly: 1) hypothetical universalism: those who affirm the universal sufficiency of Christ's satisfaction and argue that it is applied in some sense to all but only effectively for the elect.
2) sufficient-efficient: those who admit the universal sufficiency of Christ's satisfaction but deny its application to all.
3) strict particularism: those who hold that Christ died solely for the elect.
A fourth view, held by the Arminian Remonstrants, stated that the cross was a universal satisfaction for every person, believer and unbeliever alike. These are the definitions used to analyze the theology of the atonement in the London Baptist Confessions of 1644 and 1646.
 Article 21: On Redemption
The article on redemption (21) is essential to the argument set forth in this paper, that the two earliest confessions of the English Particular Baptists supported a variety of positions on the doctrine of the atonement. The following line from the 1644 edition is sometimes cited as self-evident proof of "strict particularism": "That Christ Jesus by His death did bring forth salvation and reconciliation only for the elect."
30 But there are two important observations to make that should be sufficient to challenge the status quo in Baptist history books.
First, the statement from article 21 in the 1644 edition does not demand strict particularism. The reason for this is that the language combines the objective side (Christ's death) with the subjective side (the "bringing forth" of salvation). This raises the question: does the "only" language refer to Christ's death, the application of it, or both? It is patently obvious that this language in the 1644 edition can support "strict particularism," but it may also be construed to support other theories of atonement that only limit the subjective application of Christ's death to the elect.
Second, the language of article 21 in the 1646 edition reflects a move away from strict particularism. The language of particularism, specifically the word "only," shifts in the 1646 edition away from Christ's death and toward the application of its benefits. Article 21 in the 1646 reads: "Jesus Christ by his death did purchase salvation for the Elect that God gave unto him." The key point is that those espousing hypothetical universalism and a sufficient-efficient model could agree with this language. This is because the limitation is not placed on who Christ died for but on who receives the benefits of his death. The wording about the objective intention of Christ's death is nebulous so that it is compatible with all three Reformed views listed above. The "only" language is now clearly removed from the reference to Christ's death and aligned with the application of the atonement: "These only have interest in him, and fellowship with him. The keyword in the seventeenth century for the doctrine of atonement was "satisfaction." 31 This word "satisfaction" only occurs once in both confessions, in article 28 on union with Christ. The portion that is relevant for this study reads, "That those which have union with Christ, are justified from all their sins . . . through the satisfaction that Christ has made by His death; and this applied in the manifestation of it through faith" (1646 edition, identical in the 1644 edition). The language here distinguishes between Christ's "satisfaction" and what is "applied" through faith. This point is important for the argument of this paper because this language reflects an awareness of the distinction between the objective or accomplished work of Christ on the cross and the subjective application of this work in the lives of those who believe. Article 28 clearly identifies faith as the instrument through which believers appropriate the benefits of the cross. This distinction between the accomplishment of Christ's cross and the application of Christ's cross lies close to the center of hypothetical universalism and a sufficient-efficient view of the atonement. The language and logic of article 28 in the 1644 and 1646 confessions demonstrates an awareness of this important distinction that I have argued is at work in article 21.
 Article 24: On Preaching
What this paper suggests is that there may have been a range of views on the extent of the atonement in the London churches that signed and supported the confessions of 1644 and 1646. But there is no question that these confessions reflect the heart of Calvinism: monergism (the concept that God alone saves sinners). 32 Monergism is the principle of Calvinism that differentiates it from Arminianism and its principle of syncretism between human action and divine agency in salvation. Monergism has to do with the lack of inherent human ability to respond to God's grace through the gospel. The theology of monergism requires a change (often called "regeneration") to take place before the human will is enabled to respond to God's salvation. 33 This concept of monergism is clearly articulated in article 24 on preaching: "Faith is ordinarily begotten by the preaching of the gospel, or word of Christ; without respect to any power or agency in the creature; but it being wholly passive, and dead in trespasses and sins, doth believe, and is converted by no less power than that which raised Christ from the dead" (1646, identical in the 1644 edition). The important wording here is that sinners are "wholly passive" and "dead" before exercising 31 There is one key question: is the "remission of sins and eternal life" something that is part of Christ's objective work or the application of his work? The article could be interpreted to say this: "We affirm, that as Jesus Christ never intended to apply the benefits of his redemption to any but His sheep; so these sheep only have their sins forgiven." This reading would be compatible with the range of Reformed views noted above. The next line includes the following rationale: "The vessels of wrath, as they are none of Christ's sheep, nor ever believe in Him: so they have not the blood of Christ sprinkled upon them." It is also noteworthy that damnation is attributed to both reprobation and lack of faith, mixing divine and human elements. Even if this article presents a view of "strict particularism," it is not identical to the language found in the confession of 1646. This supports the notion that while there were voices such as Coxe's in the writing of the confession, there were also more moderate voices who ensured a more inclusive posture in the confession itself. While many would like to use this appendix as a hermeneutical key to the confession, this paper suggests that such an approach may overlook nuances that the writers intended to preserve. The appendix and the works of the prominent pastors remain important. However, it is equally important to listen to the confessions on their own terms as communal documents reflecting theological unity among the early Particular Baptists.
 Christ's Death: Accomplished and Applied
The last section argued that the nuances of several articles in the London Baptist Confession, especially in 1646, reflect ambiguous language regarding the extent of the atonement. The doctrine of "strict particularism" is compatible with, but not necessitated by, the first two London Baptist confessions. This posture of flexibility is achieved through language that focuses on the subjective application of Christ's work, while avoiding theories about the scope of what Christ's work objectively achieved. This raises the historical question: would the writers of the first two London Baptist confessions have known about this approach? Was this a distinction that was circulating in England in the mid-seventeenth century? The answers to these questions are evident by considering the approach to the atonement issue in the Westminster Confession of Faith 1647 (hereafter WCF), one of the most significant documents of the seventeenth century.
During the seventeenth century, the controversy over the extent of the atonement was widespread and led to publications such as John Owen's doctrine of strict particularism in his Death of Death in the Death of Christ (1647) and the hypothetical universalism of John Davenant's A Dissertation on the Death of Christ (1650). 35 Delegates to the Westminster Assembly such as Edmund Calamy, James Ussher, William Twisee, and John Davenant argued for a form of hypothetical universalism that was understood to be compatible with the theology of atonement as articulated by the Canons of Dort as well as the Anglican ThirtyNine Articles. 36 This hypothetical universalism may or may not have been a form of Amyraldianism but it often involved a distinction between the objective work of Christ and the subjective application of it. 37 What the Westminster divines did was avoid directly answering the question: What did God intend to be the object of satisfaction, the sins of every human being or the sins of the elect alone? 38 This is evident by considering two articles from the Westminster Confession that focus on the doctrine of the atonement.
The first article under consideration focuses on the objective work of Christ. This article cited below from the Westminster Confession most clearly teaches the 35 For a recent study of the debate over the extent of the atonement see Lee Gatiss, " 'Shades of Opinion within a Generic Calvinism': The Particular Redemption Debate at the Westminster Assembly," Reformed Theological Review 69 (2010) In actuality, this language in WCF 8.5 is compatible with, but does not require, strict particularism. What is significant is that this article does not identify the scope of "those whom the Father hath given unto him." One could state that this is the "elect only" and thus agree with strict particularism or the "entire world" and thus agree with hypothetical universalism or the sufficient-efficient approach. The salient point is that this article does not exclusively identify the elect only as the object of God's satisfaction but leaves the option open for hypothetical universalism.
The second article to consider focuses on the application of Christ's work. This article contains some of the most particular language on the topic of the atonement.
As God hath appointed the elect unto glory, so hath he, by the eternal and most free purpose of his will, foreordained all the means thereunto. Wherefore they who are elected, being fallen in Adam, are redeemed by Christ; are effectually called unto faith in Christ by his Spirit working in due season; are justified, adopted, sanctified, and kept by his power through faith unto salvation. Neither are any other redeemed by Christ, effectually called, justified, adopted, sanctified, and saved, but the elect only. (WCF 3.6) This article, especially the last sentence, was one of the most debated at the Westminster Assembly. 40 This article is referring to the "means" of salvation, which is the work of the Holy Spirit working in the redeemed. Thus, it seems best to interpret the last sentence as referring to the work of the Holy Spirit applying the work of Christ's atonement. Lee Gatiss comments that the hypothetical universalists would have viewed the words "redeemed by Christ" as "part of the application of redemption, not the [objective] achievement of the atonement." 41 The exclusive language "but the elect only" is descriptive and does not change the possibility that Christ's death may be offered to anyone. The emphasis of WCF 3.6 is on the exclusive application of Christ's work to the elect alone and it does not rule out a nuanced position of hypothetical universalism.
At the Westminster Assembly, one third of the speeches on this topic supported hypothetical universalism, although they failed to gain the approval of the Assembly. 43 Lee Gatiss also agrees, stating, "The minutes do, however, alert us to the possibility at least that the learned and eloquent hypothetical universalists may have been able to exert an influence on the finally adopted text [of the Westminster Confession] in such a way that they could interpret it in a manner not incompatible with their own position." 44 The Westminster Confession was written to delineate between the objective work of Christ's atonement and the subjective application of it. The articles were crafted with selective ambiguity on matters that would have caused great division. In doing so, the Westminster Confession offered a document that was agreeable to the contingent of the assembly that held to some form of hypothetical universalism, perhaps up to one third. 45 This data aligns with the commentary of Richard Baxter, who is also widely quoted as saying that half of the divines in England held to a form of hypothetical universalism. 46 The use of the distinction between Christ's work accomplished and applied was the conceptual framework for creating unity through the massively influential Westminster Confession. The Baptists saw the Presbyterian confessions as an important social and ecclesiological tool for establishing unity and they wanted their unique perspective established as well. The next section continues the broader argument by suggesting that the earliest Reformed Baptists were imitating this approach of unity through selective ambiguity in their own quest for unity and survival.
 Unity Through Selective Ambiguity
The previous section concluded that the articles of the London Baptist Confessions of 1644 and 1646 are ambiguous in their language regarding the doctrine of the atonement. As noted earlier, it is not possible to reconstruct authorial intention beyond what the text says. It is not possible to prove the psychological rationale of any author without evidence. However, the thesis about the ambiguity regarding the doctrine of the atonement in the first two London Baptist Confessions gains 42 plausibility if it can be placed within an overarching historical narrative. The hypothesis in this section is simple: the ambiguity regarding the doctrine of the atonement encouraged unity at a time when the very survival of this fledging nonconformist movement was questionable. This theory is supported by the following six points. First, the doctrinal ambiguity surrounding the atonement reflects selective emphasis. The doctrine of atonement in these two confessions, especially the 1646 edition, evidences a careful delineation between the accomplished work of Christ and the application of the work of Christ. 47 This focus on the application of the atonement toward the elect opens these confessions to the nuances of the doctrine of atonement as found within Reformed thought and doctrine. 48 There are no extant explanations that articulate why the first two confessions are written as they are on this topic. But there is explanatory power in the theory that they were written to allow for unity among various Calvinistic doctrines of the atonement. The label of "Particular Baptist" suggests a specific view of limited atonement, otherwise known as "definite atonement," "strict particularism," or "particular redemption" in Reformed theology. 49 But the first two early English Particular Baptist confessions do not require adherence to the doctrine of "strict particularism" or "particular redemption" as commonly articulated in Reformed theology. There is an attempt to identify Christ's objective work on the cross as achieving some benefit only on behalf of God's elect in article 21. But these articles do not specify God's intention to have Christ die on the cross only for the sake of the elect. What is unclear in the 1644 edition is even more postured toward various views of atonement in the 1646 edition. The "only" language is used to describe the benefits of Christ's atonement as it is applied to the elect by faith. Again, the stress and theological details of the articles focus on the application of the benefits secured by the atonement.
Second, the first two London Baptist Confessions arose out of a defensive posture because their very survival was at stake. The very first congregations were formed by the peaceable withdrawal from paedo-baptist churches, making the baptism of believers alone an essential doctrine and praxis for their identity. The posture of the first two confessions of faith was defensive in that they sought to undermine any charges that this sect was fanatically and violently "Anabaptist." 50 They also had to defend themselves against charges of being Arminian, Antinomian, and Socinian. 51 It is important to recall that the titles of both confessions reflect an apologetic tone. The title of the first confession includes the phrase "which are Commonly (though falsly) called Anabaptists" (1644) and the second edition includes the slightly different phrase "Which are Commonly (but unjustly) Called Anabaptists" (1646). The enduring nature of these defensive titles demonstrates that they were continually fighting for recognition as a legitimate Christian sect. By offering a communal confession, the Particular Baptists were offering a socially legitimate and safe separatism. 52 The very titles of these confessions are evidence that this fight for survival took place over several years. This historical context supports the idea that this sect was not able to sustain internal fighting and division. The confessions came out of a place of weakness, not strength-either in numbers or political influence.
Third, the debate over the extent of the atonement was widespread amongst English Protestants, including Baptists, Presbyterians, and Independents. For the Baptists, no theological issue was "more significant than the debate over divine and human roles in salvation."
53 Even the Presbyterians had to carefully wordsmith the Westminster Confession in order to maintain unity. The key point here is that many of the Presbyterians saw themselves as standing within the broader Reformed tradition and still did not articulate a doctrine of atonement that equated to strict particularism. The very doctrine of "strict particularism" that many assume was held by the "Particular Baptists"-either from their name or from statements made by early Calvinistic Baptists-is simply not demanded by their first two confessions, although it is compatible with it. This is all the more important because the Westminster Assembly-with all of its debates about the atonement-provided a "micro-context" for the Baptists' and their first confession in 1644. 54 Fourth, the move toward ambiguity in the 1644 and 1646 London Baptist confessions is possibly an imitation of the Presbyterians, a step that was more fully developed in 1677/1689. The first two Baptist confessions likely drew from documents such as the True Confession of 1596. This reference to an established confession provided the Baptists with a measure of historical continuity and the ability to defend themselves from the charge of being heretics who were inventing new doctrines. There may have even been private conferences between the Baptists and some of the divines at the Westminster Assembly. 55 Furthermore, in 1677 the 51 For a discussion on these charges see Howson, Erroneous and Schismatical Opinions, 38-9. 52 Stephen Wright argues that the confession of 1644 was the origin of the Particular Baptists functioning as a "denomination" or "proto-denomination" Baptists eventually adopted yet a third confession that was almost identical to the Presbyterian's Westminster Confession of Faith, the largest exception having to do with baptism. This does not prove but only suggests that the 1644 and 1646 confessions were also written with a disposition toward imitating the Presbyterians because of their political status and recognition. Matthew Bingham even suggests that the impetus for writing the 1644 confession was the leaks from the Westminster Assembly about upcoming reports about dissenters. 56 When survival was dependent upon demonstrating theological continuity with established Christian orthodoxy, the act of imitation became an important method. The Presbyterians successfully navigated the perils of schism in the Westminster Assembly and it is plausible that the Baptists sought to do this as well.
Fifth, the earliest Particular Baptist confessions of 1644 and 1646 reveal careful language reflective of the wider varieties of Calvinistic doctrine in the seventeenth century. Contemporary historical theologians have to continually remind today's readers that Reformed theology was never about the theology of one person, even if it bears the name of the infamous Frenchman John Calvin. 57 The strands of Reformed thinking about the atonement having universal implications go back to Moïse Amyraut, John Cameron, and arguably John Calvin himself. 58 Even the Synod of Dort was influenced by John Davenant and, through him, James Ussher, both of whom understood hypothetical universalism to be a truly catholic doctrine of atonement. 59 The point is that the tensions of particular and universal language with respect to the atonement have a long-standing history in the varieties and trajectories of Reformed thought.
Sixth, the greatest weakness of this hypothesis of ambiguity for the sake of unity is that we do not possess the minutes of the assemblies that led to these first two London Baptist Confessions, as we do for the Westminster Confession of 1647. 60 There is no extant information about who exactly edited the first two London Baptist Confessions. It may have been a joint effort between John Spilsbury, William Kiffin, and Samuel Richardson. 61 An additional complication is that Hanserd Knollys signed the 1646 revision but not the 1644 edition. 62 There are two factors to consider further. First, there were multiple churches or pastors of churches in London that signed these early Baptist confessions. If those churches were largely congregational in polity, they most likely had some support of the laity. Second, when this confession was analyzed by the contemporary opponents of the Baptists, there was never a reference to an individual (or individuals) who was the rumored author behind it. 63 In other words, those who opposed the Baptists did not seem to attack any one individual in their critiques of the Baptists. The anonymity of these two early Baptist confessions and the stress laid upon their approval by the local churches in London that signed them both emphasize the democratization of theological authority in the upheavals of seventeenth-century England.
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In summary, the inclusive posture of the first two confessions likely supported theological unity at a time when this Baptist sect could ill afford to divide over such details. It is especially important to observe that the flexible stance on the topic of the atonement in the confession of 1644 was expanded in the later edition of 1646. In addition, this reading of the first two Particular Baptist confessions finds parity in the flexible tenor of the Westminster Confession of Faith and the Canons of Dort on the same matter of the atonement. By focusing on the subjective application of Christ's work, the two confessions from 1644 and 1646 are remarkably flexible with an especially clear emphasis on monergistic salvation. They can be confessed by those who adhere to any of the three Reformed views on the atonement represented at the Westminster Assembly: (1) hypothetical universalism, (2) sufficient-efficient, and (3) strict particularism.
 Conclusion
This paper has demonstrated that the doctrine of atonement as set forth in the London Baptist Confessions of 1644 and 1646 does not demand "strict particularism," even if there were Baptist pastors who did hold to it. In other words, this paper sets the Particular Baptists against the Particular Baptists by demonstrating a subtle distinction between the earliest Baptist confessions and the views of certain Baptist leaders. But this is simply a cheeky way of observing that the confessions were likely designed to be inclusive of a range of views on the atonement that were like those represented at the Westminster Assembly.
If the argument set forth in this paper is correct, it has the potential to reframe some caricatures of early Reformed Baptists. The primary sources of the confessions and various individuals reflect theologies that are reconcilable yet different. If 62 Bingham, "English Baptists," 565. 63 historians neglect this tension they will portray the early English Calvinistic Baptists as either too narrow or too broad in their views on the atonement. What this paper has labored to establish is that the seven churches in London who wrote and supported the first two confessions in 1644 and 1646 took care not to let the views of various individuals shape the doctrine of atonement in an overly narrow or schismatic way. This was most likely a specific example of how the Baptists sought to imitate the Westminster Assembly. Both confessions of 1644 and 1646 establish a doctrine of the atonement that allows for a range of nuances regarding the efficiency of Christ's atoning work by focusing on its application, rather than narrowly defining what it objectively accomplished. The confessions established a common ground of unity even where individual pastors and leaders took a more dogmatic stance on how the atonement was worked out. The problem with the terminology of "Particular Baptist" is that the word "Particular" is strongly associated with the Reformed doctrine of particular redemption or strict particularism. Perhaps a better term for identifying this sect of Baptists that draws from both confessions and the literature from individuals would be "monergistic." The confessions of 1644 and especially 1646 suggest that these Baptists saw themselves as "particular" about the application of Christ's atonement to the elect-an idea close to the monergistic concept that God alone saves, without any consideration of act, thought, or merit in the individual. They did not likely identify themselves in their confessions with the concept of strict particularism.
One of the most significant findings of this paper is that the first two Particular Baptist confessions were much more flexible on the matter of the doctrine of the atonement than is found in some of the writings from individuals, such as John Spilsbury. This is all the more evident when the flexibility on the atonement was maintained and even expanded from the 1644 edition to the 1646 edition of the London Baptist Confession. Historians must be careful to consider both individuals and confessions as distinct sources and take care to let each have their own voice. Those from certain ecclesiastical traditions may want to interpret one in light of the other so as to make them more monolithic than they really are. According to this paper, there are some areas of discontinuity between certain individuals and the first two confessions. Whereas certain pastors urged doctrinal specificity, the collective churches in London crafted their confessions to allow for a range of views on the atonement, perhaps to urge unity. Given the need to consider this nuance, it is better to identify these early English Baptists as monergistic Baptists, holding to a range of Calvinistic doctrines but unified in the doctrine that God sovereignly saves.
